We reply to the "Comment on 'The Lifshitz-Matsubara sum formula for the Casimir pressure between magnetic metallic mirrors'". We believe the comment misrepresents our papers, and fails to provide a plausible resolution to the conflict between theory and experiment.
In our recent publication [1] , we have extended the analysis presented in [2] for non magnetic materials in order to include the case of magnetic materials. The Comment [3] on the paper [1] does not discuss this extension to the magnetic case. It deals with points related to the context in which our paper [2] was written but misses completely the original results obtained in [2] as well as [1] .
It also contains descriptions of the content of [1, 2] which clearly contradicts what is written in these papers.
The authors of [3] claim that we advocated a redefinition of the plasma susceptibility. In contrast to this claim, we were extremely careful to avoid confusion between * guerout@lkb.upmc.fr We clearly stated in [1, 2] that the Drude model matches at low frequencies the optical (permittivity ǫ γ ) and electrical (conductivity σ γ ) characteristic functions of the metallic plates used in the experiment when γ has 1 the appropriate value for the metal of interest (say for example gold or nickel). In contrast, the models χ 0 as well as χ η do not match these optical and electrical properties [4, 5] .
We introduced the words "Casimir puzzle" to emphasize the undisputed fact that experimental measurements [6, 7] are in better agreement with the plasma model χ 0 than with the Drude model χ γ whereas the latter is a much better motivated description of the actual properties of the plates.
The main content of our papers [1, 2] consists in careful derivations of the Lifshitz formulas for the Casimir force when these different definitions are used. In particular, we devoted a special attention to give a proper description of the difference between χ η and χ 0 , in the sense of distribution theory. We did then show that this difference is a source of delicate problems in the usual derivation of the Casimir pressure, and that the commonly used Lifshitz-Matsubara sum formula has to be corrected when using the susceptibility χ η . This is the main technical result in our papers. The Comment [3] gives an unfair to change at will the theory so that its pre-
